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Agenda

#1 Welcome & Introductions
#2 Webinar Guidelines

#3 Presentation
-Project Overview
-Community Outreach Summary
-Planning Process Review

#4 Q&A Instructions & Session

#5 Wrap Up — Next Steps
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Webinar Guidelines

o To help facilitate an informative
meeting for all our participants, please
keep the following in mind:

o Video cameras will be turned off and

microphones muted. Only presenters will
be sharing their screens

o Kindly avoid any disruptions or activities
that otherwise delay or interfere with the
meeting
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Webinar Guidelines

o Time is designated at the end of the presentation
for questions:

o Use the Q&A function on the screen to type your
question. Please provide your full name

o Those participating by phone may text questions to
719-339-4109
o Please limit questions and comments to the topic
of tonight’s meeting

o We will attempt to answer all questions. Those
that don't get addressed due to time constraints
may be emailed to: Lisa@bachmanpr.com




Project Purpose

In 2019 the City of Colorado
Springs initiated a study to
identify the optimal

location and plan for design of
replacement of two railroad
bridges at the south end of
downtown Colorado Springs.

The aging bridges over South
Nevada Avenue (70 years old)
and South Tejon Street (115
years old) are in poor condition
and will require replacement.
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Project Process & Schedule

|PROJECT SCHEDULE
FHU Project #: 118327-02 ™
City of Colorado Springs #T009229 // A e T II:EESE$R§
OLORAD
S Nevada/S Tejon UPRR/BNSF Underpass B S a4 c SPRINGS O B ULLEVIG
|Bridge Replacement Design Services
YEAR 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
TASK DESCIPTION | MONTH Ql | oz Q3 | o4 Q2] @3 Q2| Qi o4l ol |02 @ |od| ol |0z Q34
IC - PRELIMINARY DESIGN
IC - PRELIMINARY DESIGN - CITY REVIEW

1C - FUNDING PLAN & PD REFORT
CITY - PROJECT CANDIDATE EVALUATION PROCESS
EXECUTE RR PE AGREEMENTS

CITY - BALLOT INITIATIVE ELECTION

1C - RR PRELIMINARY DESIGN REVIEW

2 - EXECUTE RR FE AGREEMENTS

2 - FINAL DESIGN

2 - FINAL DESIGN - CITY/RR REVIEWWS & FINAL SUBMITTAL

2 - EXECUTE RR COMNSTRUCTION AGREEMENTS

3 - BIDDING & CONSTRUCTION
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Project Process & Schedule

« 2019: Planning Process — Preferred Alternative — Stakeholder and
Neighborhood Engagement

2020: Preliminary Design — Property Owner Engagement —
Public Engagement

2021: Preliminary Design — Project Scope & Budget Details

2022: November Vote — PPRTA Construction Ballot Initiative

2025: Earliest Construction Start (unless other funding becomes
available)
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Community Outreach Summary
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Neighborhood Outreach

« 10 Meetings — Mill Street Neighborhood Association

« 08/10/2019 — Mill Street Neighborhood Summer Block Picnic
Information Booth

« 05/21/2019 — Neighborhood all day Open House

« 2020 - 30 Potential Impacted Property Owners
« 11/04/2020 — Pop-Up Open House, UCCS Downtown
« 11/19/2020 — Virtual Public Meeting



Downtown Partnership of Colorado
Springs

Springs Rescue Mission

Mill Street Neighborhood Association
Colorado Springs Utilities

US Olympic Museum

Trails and Open Space Coalition

Kids On Bikes

Colorado Springs Housing Authority
Council of Neighbors and Organizations
Historic Preservation Alliance of Colorado
Springs

Fountain Colony Real Estate

Nor‘'wood Development

Lowell Neighborhood, Westwood and
Prestwich Townhome Owners
Associations

City Springs Small Business Development
Administrator
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Stakeholder Committee Meetings

Weidner Apartment Homes/Downtown
Stadium

Colorado Springs Community
Development Division

Bike Colorado Springs
Mountain Metro Transit
The Independence Center

Middle Shooks Run Neighborhood
Association

PPACG Citizens Advisory Council
representative

City Springs Bike Planner
City Traffic Engineer

City Economic Development
City Stormwater

City Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services

City Transportation Planner
City Urban Renewal Authority
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Other Meetings/Presentations

6 — City Staff Planning Work Sessions

« 11 - City Meetings/Updates: Springs Utilities, Parks Dept., Pioneers Museum,
Mayor's Office, City Council

« 1- Developer Group Forum and 10 separate meetings
* 36 - 1l-on-1 Meetings and Presentations including organizations such as:
— BNSF and UP Railroads
— The Independence Center
— Colorado Springs Chamber and EDC
— Colorado Springs Downtown Partnership
— Downtown Development Authority
— Downtown Review Board
— Colorado Springs Historic Preservation Alliance
— Lowell Neighborhood Master Association
— School District 11
— Visit COS, Convention and Visitors Bureau
— Fountain Creek Watershed Flood Control and Greenway District
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Communications

e 4 door-to-door — deliveries 7 enewsletters — distributed

of project information/fact — Nov 17, 2020 - 728
Z%ZZ 116 - Poctearc — Nov 3, 2020 — 728
. — Postcards _ _
mailed to 257 residents & S/Id 2231 22002200 732:3
180 adjacent property — Viay 4, -
owhners — May 20, 2019 - 345
« 10/28/20 — Postcards mailed — May 16, 2019 - 345
to 1200 property owners — Feb. 20, 2019 - 189

promoting public meeting — Feb 13,2019 - 196
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Planning Process Overview

Screening Level 3:
Detailed Screening
Criteria for Evaluation
of Stand Alone
Alternatives

Screening Level 2:
Comparative
Evaluation of Stand
Alone Alternatives

Screening Level 1:
Alternatives and
Components

Existing Conditions &
Project Purpose Goals

1) Project Purpose

1) Project Influences 1) Community and 1) Detailed

& Overall Goals 2) Alternative Environmental Technical Screening

2) Approach Elements Consideration Criteria

3) Long-Term Needs 3) Design 2) Technical (CI:‘?GT}ELC;::)‘:S
& Opportunities Components Evaluation

3) Economic Impacts

4) Objectives and Benefits

PURPOSE:

1) Select a preferred
alternative for

PURPOSE:

Project Initiation® PURPOSE:

1) ID range of PURPOSE: railroad bridge B8 \[Z5°¢ Siep°
alternatives 1) Deffinlef shor:' list lesiiian, 5 :
or alfernatives Nevada/Tejon road, esian
2) Screen out fafglly 2) Define alternative and bridge :
flawed alternatives

packages

alternative




VAN

0 SPRINGS

OLYMPIC CITY USA

Project Goals

« Gain understanding of the long-term needs and opportunities for this public infrastructure
» Effectively address railroad operational, maintenance and safety needs

* Maintain and improve traffic operations on Nevada Ave,, Tejon St., and intersecting streets
« Complete a quiet zone study and implement the findings

» Address pedestrian and bicycle connectivity and safety across the railroad tracks

» Design bridges and associated improvements that are compatible with and improve
access to surrounding neighborhoods and land uses, and are supportive of
development opportunities

» Design bridges and underpasses to be welcoming and attractive
» Address cost effectiveness to construct and maintain the bridges

» Develop an improvement program and funding strategy to provide financing through a
combination of City, regional, federal, state and railroad sources

» Develop beneficial internal and external City partnerships
 Inform the public and engage stakeholders potentially impacted by the project
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Screening Level 1 Summary

* Alternatives A through E: Eliminated

e Alternatives F & G: Future
Consideration

* Alternatives H through L. Retained

(Graphics of Eliminated Level 1 Alternatives are
available upon request during the Q&A)
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Level 1: ReFained Alternatives

L \1
The alternatives retained . | I = é‘f
. | / —
from Screening Level 1 - ; f i
generally follow the 'E' /

further developed during
Level 2 for further
evaluation and screening

) ' f
three colored alignments IEI l
shown, and were E . ; K

= \ |
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Screening Level 2 Summary

o Evaluation Criteria:
o Community Values
o Technical Considerations
o Economic Vitality

o Level 2A:

o Alternatives I & J: Eliminated
o Alternatives K & L: Retained (as N,O,&M)
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Screening Level 2 Summary

o Level 2B:

o Stakeholders and City planning
representatives requested additional
evaluation and comparison between
Alternative H and Alternative M1
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Remaining Alternatives

o Alternative H
o Alternative M (M1 or M1/M2)
o Alternative N
o Alternative O
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Alternative H (along existing ROW)

loygnam W S

N Lﬁﬁm PROPOSED BRIDGE

mmmi EXISTING TRACK ALIGNMENT PROPOSED ROAD
w E T EXISTING TRAIL ® E‘ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ gmﬂﬁ [“llﬂl:fmmgl
=r= A ¥ EXISTING BRIDGE " """  DISTURBANCE
& ZOMNE OF PLANNED
SCALE: 1"=600" = IMPROVEMENT . AT-GRADE RAILROAD @ mﬂmugl RR CROSSING
o 300 66 1200 By Nt cnosmm .: e mmm  PROPOSED TRACK ALIGNMENT
03/08/2019 . NTZONE N, PRI e RETAINING WALLS (POTENTIAL)
kevinrrasTructure area (]  sRioce RemovaL — i
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PROPOSED ROAD (NEW OR MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS)
ROPOSED ROAD [MINOR

OF

POTENTIAL LIMIT
DISTURBANCE
PROPOSED RR CROSSING
(AT GRADE)

PROPOSED QUIET ZONE
RR CROSSING (AT GRADE)
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Alternative M1 & M2
TG A e = e BN B BRI R 3 =

anm (AT GRADE) PROPOSED ROAD [NEW OR MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS)

— EXISTING BRIDGE PROPOSED ROAD (MINOR IMPROVEMENTS)
AT-GRADE RAILROAD

CROSSING REMOVAL DT LT OF

HARROATEREUVAL ®  [ROPOSEDRRCROSSING

ROADWAY/TRAIL REMOVAL (AT GRADE)

ERIDGE REMOVAL aver(@eone ERRbaame w%s}
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Alternatlve N

PROPOSED ROAD (NEW OR MAJOR IMPROVEMENTS)
P ROAD (MINOR

POTENTIAL LIMIT OF
DISTURBANCE
PROPOSED RR CROSSING
(AT GRADE)
PROPOSED QUIET ZONE
RR CROSSING (AT GRADE)
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Alternatlve O

WED i

IMPROVEMENTS OF
CIMINO DR TO
CIMARROMN ST

e

SRR NN = S
mmmss  RETAINING WALLS (POTENTIAL)
= = PROPOSED TRAIL
W%»E wmmi  EXISTING TRACK ALIGNMENT .@.
ssssss  EXISTING TRAIL |
s —.=  WATERWAY )
susvew N EEGLee X
— PROPOSED RR CROSSING
0 300 600 1200 mt'f'"“ X ROADWAY/TRAIL REMOVAL @ (AT GRADE)
KeY INFRASTRUCTURE AREA Il BRIDGE REMOVAL
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Screening Level 2B: H vs. M1

o Additional Information Developed
o Conceptual Design
o Impacts Analysis
o Conceptual Cost Estimates

o Compared Alternatives
o City Planning Work Session
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Alternative H vs. Alternative M1

B Alternative M1
5l has a fewer
number of
§ property |mpacts
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Screening Level 2B Results

o Alternative H eliminated because:

o Significantly less reconstruction of Nevada
and Tejon with Alternative M1

o Alternative M1 improves rail alignment
and train operations while H does not

o Alternative M1 has fewer utility impacts

o Estimated construction cost for Alternative
M1 is significantly less than Alternative H
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Reminder: How to Ask Questions

o Time is designated at the end of the
presentation for us to address your
guestions:

o Use the Q&A function on the screen to type
your question. Please provide your full name.
We will read the questions and respond
during the Q&A session

o If participating by phone, text questions to
719-339-4109
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Screening Level 3 Summary

o Detailed evaluation of 32 criteria
o Nine criteria based on project purpose and community values
1. Railroad Operations
2. Road Function and Mobility
3. Property Impacts
4. Ease of Implementation
5. Project Costs
6. Funding and Economic Benefits
7. Vitality and Resilience
8. Quality of Life
9. Neighborhood Character
o Summarized key differentiators
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #1 — Railroad Operations
& —7i L ““g“m o o R M, N, and O improve rail
=ML i Imai. T alignment, operations, and
include QZ improvements
N eliminates all at-grade RR
Crossings
N and M1 have less overall
maintenance (track length)

€ = > Proposed Rail
. At Grade Crossing

N
7 O * Crossing Removal

"4 5O INTERSTATE 25
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #2 — Road Function and Mobility o O has best street, trail and
| ' multimodal connectivity to

Aol P oo L PU TR L Drake site, ano! eliminates 1
RAJN A N at-grade crossing. -
] g ] S| g N has good connectivity to
v r ol Rl =T largest acreage for Drake
5. W s rowmaio - i redevelopment and
S flER 2 ‘__'___'__'_ ______ : eliminates all at-grade
% §§ e ;" S :""_"«_'-.'~_..~:,.,...,“g z crossings.
SO U M. 2 1S 1) PN "gtta | M1/M2 maintains 2 at-
8 I 1| e grade crossings, trail
A Pt e it S  connectivity.
M1 has least connectivity
/. | — and maintains 2 at-grade

Crossings
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #3 — Property Impacts

o M1 has the least property impacts (less
than H, N, or O).

o N & O have intermediate property
impacts (less than H or M1/M2, more
than M1).

o H and M1/M2 have the most property
Impacts.
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators
Criterion #4 — Ease of Implementation o M1 has less cost, ROW
complexity, and regulatory
| ol Y : hurdles than others, better
[ eI TRy than N and O to address
Ly i bridge condition in a timely
= ey manner.
| = = M1/M2 can be easily phased
Ve[ llim === 55 to address bridge condition
Bt PSR in a timely manner, but
ey = = A N property impacts to Habitat
e i e NG for Humanity residents
PR T AN would complicate ROW.
P S NN Bl |7 I L v SR N and O are challenging to
| L1 (T address in a timely manner,

/ € = > Proposed Rail

o

are not easily phased, and
Drake/Dorchester Park add
regulatory complexity.

INTERSTATE 25

— S ONES
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #5 — Project Costs*

o Alternative H: $53.7 Million
o Alternative M1: $42.0 Million
o Alternative M2: $47.0 Million
o Alternative N: $111.0 Million
o Alternative O: $122.0 Million

*These estimates were developed before the Las Vegas Bridge and
Legacy Loop Trail Connection were added to the project.

e M1/M2: $89.0 Million
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #5 — Project Costs

- ’ SN | [ T
5 T R

I © M1 cost is less than
gl H, N, O, or M1/M2.
HHE © M1/M2 cost more H
SR  or M1.

JEE o N\ and O have the

N HoLvSHYM

-
1S IUAYW Vab3IS
s

highest cost.
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #6 — Funding and Economic Benefits

Potential for Redevelopment Comparison o |\/|ajor advantage of M1/M2
10 is to immediately fund M1
120 and seek partnerships for
future implementation of
M2.
O with Drake site provides

B .
°0 I greatest opportunities for
40 long-term redevelopment
0 I I funding potential.
N | M2, N, or O all create Drake
M1 M2 N o

100

80

benefits.

M Industrial W Activity Center Mixed Use
= General Mixed Use Residential
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

Criterion #7 — Vitality and Resilience

ﬁ @ 2 2 CIMARRONST. g
3 :
N/ V. : 3 5 % : : g
(] b
,/ | g 3 z MORENO AVE. 3 4 2
. ] 4 |
, l RIO GRANDE ST.
' 47.03
acres
i I
i £ g LAS ANIMAS ST.
S d
\\ I FOUNTAIN BLVD
==
4
; MILL ST, g
A\ £ : ¢ 1 3
\| g : A g 2 = (INC
L 4 7 g “.
q% \ LAS VEGAS ST, H \\
4@_ S
% --..\_\ ~
h-—-:—-—--———_—-_—.--
€ = > Proposed Rail
| Existing Parcel
[ Existing Commercial Land Use

(0] INTERSTATE 25
[ Drake Site

o O has greatest contributions to
economic vitality of downtown
due to redevelopment potential
and connectivity enhancements
with the least impact on
retaining valued businesses.
M1/M2 and O have potential for
high-density commercial/mixed
use development.

M1 has the least improvements
that would attract new
businesses, but also has least
impact to property values that
could have resident
displacement implications.
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

o N and O relocate rail
farther from Lowell/Mill

Criterion #8 — Quality of Life

. . e g
\'\ ,’Ilb' B [TSpm S s S Street, improving air
1/ l,' oA °"‘"° l { quality and noise
i w e reduction
y %—‘a s o H and M1 impact the
‘\—ll . m T =5 S lease amount of ground
- SN area but have the least
SE J‘“‘%"""\ influence on reducing the
R € imf = number of industrial sites
", N4 B T R (noise, hazardous
— IR 1\ gterials, air quality).

€= 3> Proposed Rail

[ | Existing Parcel
I Existing Industrial Parcel
(0] INTERSTATE 25

[ Existing Drake
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L3 Screening — Key Differentiators

_Crlterlon #9 — Neighborhood Character > N e © hove e leles.

) 7,\ d . Cmammonst 5 small home/character
J S s - &-—8 8T FRUE : :
i 71 : 3 § g g retention, no Impacts to
/ | 2 @ Z MORENO AVE. = z Id
/] g structures over 100 years old,
,'.m ll B e and remove rail as a physical
I e barrier to community
‘\ 'r...i” cohesion.
\< : : s M2 has the most residential
- = property impacts requiring full
| l‘ : ngi'-'-g----\ acquisition and impacts up to
"D g g e o 16 structures over 100 years
- SUIREILISSal G IHhS ld
N\ LAS VEGAS ST. g - old.
%@% \*-...._‘ \\,~ M1 has more residential
\ .
| E— B (R S IR S WS impacts than H, but
€ =2 Proposed Rail - o0
e ;lgnlflcantly less than M2, and
[ | Existing Residential Parcel ImpaCtS Up to 3 StrUCtureS
0] INTERSTATE 25
over 100 years old.

[ Existing Drake
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Final Screening Level 3 Summary

o Alternative M1 was recommended as the
Preferred Alternative in summary due to:

o Enhanced roadway and railroad function,
operations, and mobility

o Easiest implementation and lease construction
impacts and cost

o Stable vitality and resilience with potential future
economic redevelopment opportunities

o Moderately enhances the quality of life and
neighborhood character
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Final Screening Level 3 Summary

o The evaluation, findings, and
recommendation were presented to the
Stakeholder Committee as well as City
representatives and received concurrence.

o Alternative M1 has now been adopted as the
Preferred Alternative for the project.
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%FUTURE CDOT -
* INTERCHANGE |

LanneD M LE
IMPROVEMENTS OF
CIMINO DR TO
CIMARRON ST
L

| TRANSMISSION
SUBSTATION
AREA

— _ e Sl

EXISTING RR CROSSING !i
(AT GRADE) LEGEND

- - PROPOSED TRAIL

AT-GRADE RAILROAD
E::::::g '?::(:(EALIGNMENT AT BRADE RAILROAD mmmm PROPOSED TRACK ALIGNMENT
w E ABANDONED TRACK
EXISTING TRAIL X Il  rroposep BRIDGE
WATERWAY X ROADWAY/TRAIL REMOVAL [—] PROPOSED ROAD (NEW OR
SCALE: 1"=600' IMPROVEMENT d
FUTURE INFRASTRUCTURE = ==+  POTENTIAL LIMIT OF "7 IMPROVEMENTS, ACCESSROAD) | |
IMPROVEMENT ZONE
0 300 600 1200 FLOODPLAIN CHANNEL auil ONE PROPOSED QUIET ZONE
KEY INFRASTRUCTURE AREA &-8-8 | oo\ oirs RR CROSSING (AT GRADE)
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Q&A Instructions

o If participating by phone:
o Text questions to 719-339-4109

o If participating online by MS Teams LIVE:

o Type questions into the Q&A function by
clicking the icon on the screen, and include
your full name
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Q&A Instructions

o Additional questions may be emailed to:

o Lisa@bachmanpr.com, Project Public
Engagement

o Project webpage:
ColoradoSprings.gov/RailUnderpassReconstruction
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Q&A Session
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Wrap Up & Next Steps

o Follow up in response to additional questions
will be posted on the project website.

o The project team will continue with preliminary
design through the first quarter of 2021.

o To receive project enewsletter updates, send
an email to Lisa@Bachmanpr.com and request
to be added to the project database.

Website:
ColoradoSprings.sov/RailUnderpassReconstruction
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Thank You!
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